FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT/

APPENDIX R2 SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIR/EIS

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT RESPONSE TO COMMENTS
PUBLIC COMMENTS (PC)-F
PC-F1 PC-F3
From: Glenda Favilla [JGFavilla@aol.com) From: Matt Filler [matt@mattfiller.com]
Sent: Monday, August 12, 2013 8:02 PM Sent: Monday, August 12, 2013 8:20 PM
To: Parsons, 405.Supplemental Draft EIR.EIS To: Parsons, 405.Supplemental Draft EIR.EIS
Subject: 405 and 605 expansion Subject: Public Comment - College Park West Emergency Access

We live one street over from the 485 freeway in College Park East. We feel that adding more
lanes that eventually narrow at the 685 freeway will have cars idling right behind our home.

More lanes should be added at the same time the 485 freeway in Los Angeles County are added. 1
The wall is the only thing we have to help reduce noise and fumes and should not

be changed. The word is that it will be rebuilt, but then we would be closer to the

freeway. Please consider our neighborhood and homes when making any changes.

Sincerely,

Jim and Glenda Favilla
4588 Candleberry Ave.
Seal Beach, Ca. 98748

Sent from my iPad

PC-F2
From: Matt Filler [matt@matifiller.com]
Sent: Monday, August 12, 2013 5:32 PM
To: Parsons, 405.Supplemental Draft. EIR EIS
Subject: Public G t: Inb tion 28 | Underesti

WB 1-22 interchange N

The numbers seem to reflect an assumption that this is just a local traffic impact. In fact, this is a part of a through route
short-cut from downtown Long Beach and the ports. Should traffic flow repeatedly slow as traffic heads into/out of LA
County, drivers will use this route down 2nd St/Ocean and other parallel streets (as well as the 7th street and PCH
corridors), rather than going north at over half the distance toffrom a clogged 1-405 in Long Beach.

| believe this study has underestimated the impacts of this project on the St

This intersection has been repeatedly skipped for projects such as this, despite the fact that all traffic from the Callege
Park West area of Seal Beach must use Ihis intersection to go west, and we ARE orange county taxpayers. This > 1
: i for

ion should be i P as part of this project.

Apart from the traffic impact, there is also a severe cor ion impact. B the infield is used as a

construction staging area, the truck traffic on this intersection has trippled. Yet the off p has not been rep in
decades, and the drain at the southwest corner is falling apart. Potholes are frequent, and must be reported by citizens as
the operator doesn't seem to care. Even if the WCC project this to its pre-existing condition, but it is used by this
new project, similar img can be exp d. Thisi ion should be and the drains strengthened

and repaired. K-rails should replace the City's barricades at the site of the failed culvert barrier as soon as possible, for
safety reasons. This failure is most likely explained, by the way, by trucks pulling to the right to make a very sharp corner

i are done. /

into the staging area, or waiting on the culvert and shoulder for staging to as

Thanks,

- Matthew Filler

233 Harvard Lane

Seal Beach, California 90740-2510
562-862-3411

The College Park West area of Seal Beach has only one route in or out. Shouid the San Gabriel River bridge on this
route fail, or the culvert for the Los Alamitos channel just to its east, or the College Park roadway be blocked for any other
reason, there is no way for vehicles to get in or out (other than bicycle paths up or down the riverbank, which doesn't work
for most residents of this area, who are elderly). Normally, these residents all must go through SR-22 or Studebaker Rd.
in Leng Beach to get anywhere, including to other parts of the City or Orange County.

There is a paved area behind the "College Park” sign that is closed to parking, which includes another Los

Alamitos Channel culvert, and appears to have been part of the access to this bridge before the |-605 intersection was

built. The city of Seal Beach has had discussions for years with CalTrans about an amergency access gravel or paved
y to the fi y shoulder, y access only.

Since Seal Beach is in Orange County, and this segment of SR-22 here functions mostly as an on-off-ramp from |-405

and 1605, this improvement should have been included for consideration as part of the original OCTA 1-406

corridor planning. In view of this supplemental look that includes this area, | request that this emergency access 2
development be considered for at least some funding by OCTA, and that it be approved and included in this project, or as

a supplemental project to be contracted by Seal Beach, as with the proposed Long Beach signal projects.

~ Matthew Filler

233 Harvard Lane

Seal Beach, California 90740-2510

562-862-3411

PC-F4

From: Matt Filler [matt@mattfiller.com]
Sent: Monday, August 12, 2013 8:28 PM
To: Parsons, 405.Supplemental.Draft EIR EIS
Subject: Public Comment - Intersection 27

The proposed Alternative 1 and 2 changes to | 27, the SR-22 westbound on-/off-ramp and College Park Drive
Intersection can be improved to keep the rigth turn from College Park Drive as a merge lane. Instead of widening the off-
ramp approaching College Park on the right, widen it on the left into what is now the left turn merge from College Park,
and will be unnecessary in the new configuration with a traffic signal. It will be Y to widen the p into the
infield, or to provide a gravel shoulder to accommodate both the on-ramp thru lane and the turn lane, but there is a wide,

paved shoulder now and pecple who stop tend to go off the pavement anyway, as the pavement to tha right of the yellow > 1
line seems too narrow for safe parking, even if it is theoretically wide enough. It should be possible to do this with only
slight curvature or angling of the thru lane, and without need to reduce the radius of the on-ramp.

Otherwise, this right turn will have to wait for the light in many cases, and may become less safe when people coming
from College Park attempt to merge into the off-ramp traffic without much room to do so0. This would be a difficult and
disappointing transtion to go back to having to stop there most of the time.

~ Matthew Filler

233 Harvard Lane

Seal Beach, California 90740-2510
562-862-3411
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PC-F5 PC-F6
From: Matt Filler [matt@mattfiller.com] From: Matt Filler [matt@mattfiller.com]
Sent: Monday, August 12, 2013 9:18 PM Sent: Monday, August 12, 2013 9:38 PM
To: Parsons, 405.Supplemental Oraft EIR.EIS To: Parsons, 405.Supplemental. Draft. EIR EIS
Subject: Public Comment - Objection to Tollway Option 3 Re-Vivification Subject: Public Comment - Unfair Share Percentages
All California drivers and taxpayers pay for this project and the original freeway and right of way, and all should enjoy its The “fair share” formula used in this study seems to be premised on the ption that the imp of this project wera\
benefits. THIS OPTION WAS VOTED DOWN in comments to the original EIR, and that should stand. Reopening unavoidable, and Los Angeles County and the City of Long Beach are thus obligated to pay most of the cost of these
this option after a public was followed and then q is a vi of trust by the OCTA Board. A impacis. Yet without this project, the inf involved would continue to be adequate. It is mainly the increased trips
im should be required before that p can be ted. KEEP OUR FREEWAYS FREE! coming in the direction of Long Beach as a result of the widening of bath 1-405 and |-22 that is leading to the inadequacy
of this infrastructure. This could and should have been mitigated by coordinaling with Los Angeles County and the
Many cannat afford regular taps into their budgets for additional fees. Many of the people who would occasionally use the corresponding CalTrans District so that this project wouldn't be simply dumping more an more cars into the same
HOV lanes will not or can not use the tollway under this proposal as it appears it will be priced. Most of the benefit will go freeways in LA County. LA County is currently spending its transit money further up 1-405, having added only a carpoal
to people coming from the more affluent |-73-served areas that need to go to LA County. | suspect that people along the lane to mast of the Lang Beach segment during the last round of widening.
route will resist buying the transponder, especially given the excessive pricing. A non-peak price of $0.25 or fres, and an
initial price when traffic in the tollway lanes starts to slow of $1.00 or less, would be the appropriate ways to price this at ‘et instead of funding and including mitigations, this project seeks to simply offer a tiny portion of the funds needed to 1
non-peak periods, with congestion pricing above that. Anything elsa is PROFITEERING by OCTA. mitigate its impact, and to compel LA County and Long Beach to come up with the funds and projects to actually
. implement this, possibly after the impact has begun. OCTA should reconsider this, as otherwise the best way for LA
Also, | again urge a restudy of the claim that trave! time with a Tollway for the main lanes would be 29 minutes, just one 1 Counly and Long Beach to mitigate this project's impacts is to tie it up in court until they can come up with the funds and a
minute worse than the alternative 2 number. | believe that estimate is highly optimistic, and biased in favor of supporters project to widen |-405 through Long Beach and up as far as to I-105. In fact, this formula only makes sense in that
of Alternative 3 and toliways in general. This is not an affluent area like 173, and usage of the toliway should discount context.
participation rates for that tollway. 1-91 rates are also not as useful, as those users are mostly commuters, and can
charge those tolls against their incomes. In this corridor, there are a lot more local lrips. OCTA sheuld find resources for the v impr to miigate dumping of traffic into a less-developed 1405
, : I . . segment in Long Beach, to be done as a part of this project, or else work with LA County agencies to coordinate and help
YYou should survey people in the traffic areas affected, including LA County, fully disclosing tha likely costs and asking i e : . ; b
how many would join the transponder system, and for how many of their \tr{:hiclas? If net, please do so before choosing :nylgr::nh%ofom:nm of 1-405 through Long Beach and on to LAX in the same time frame as this project, or within
Alternative 3, and revise the usage statistics and fares based on those resulls. .
The best results would be obtained if the tollway were anly a tollway during peak hours, but again that just points
out how unfair this is to those who live or work in the area and are impacted by the project ~ Matthew Filler
233 Harvard Lane
| attended the Rush Park Meeting June 7, 2012, and the Edison Park Meeting July 27, and | now vote for Alternative 1. j Seal Beach, California 907402510
562-862-3411
- Matthew Filler
233 Harvard Lane
Seal Beach, California 90740-2510
562-862-3411
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FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT/ APPENDIX R2 SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIR/EIS

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT RESPONSE TO COMMENTS
PC-F7 PC-F8
From: Matt Filler [matt@mattfiller.com] From: Matt Filler [matt@mattfiller.com]
Sent: Monday, August 12, 2013 9:48 PM Sent: Monday, August 12, 2013 9:49 PM
To: Parsons, 405.Supplemeantal.Draft.EIR.EIS To: Parsons, 405.Supplemental Draft EIR.EIS
Subject: Public Comment - |-405 SB/1-605 SB to Tth Branch C: , WB SR-22 mainli Subject: Public Comment - Tth Street to 1-405 SB/1-605 NB/-405 NB
The section of SR-22 that connects 1-405 with Tth Street is effectively a complex off-ramp for the 1-405 to Tth Street snd\ The section of SR-22 that connects 7th Street with 1-405 is effectively a complex on-ramp for the 7th Street and
Studebaker, and should have been considered in this project from the start, and been given more consideration in this Studabaker to the |-405, and should have been considered in this project from the start, and been given more
supplemental study. i ion in this i study. This is the only "mainline” that is already way over capacity, with 1.24 ViC
shown.
The EIR states on pages 3-64, 3-71, and 3-78 that “In no instance would additional lanes on branch connectars be
leasible.'_'ret with regard to the 1-605 SB/1-405 SB to Tth Street branch connector, nothing could be further from the truth, There is an odd discrepancy of the numbers both for SR-22/7th Street Mainline Studebaker Road to 1-405/ 1605, and for
In fact, this connector, was restriped to 2 lanes during the WCC project to date traffic while the SR-22 Tth Street to 1-605 NB/ I-405 NB: they show & decline in volume from 2009 to all 2020 cases. Given the
overpass was closed for reconstruction. This is the only connector studied that is already at level E and F, and when it planned development at PCH and 2nd street, likely university growth, and other growth and density changes likely in the
gets worse with this project, will still be the only one at level F, area, this is hard to fathom. Pleass explain ar and ine the img ingly
Of course, the real problem is the merge with 1-22, which is way too short. This can be mitigated first by using the Also, the key bottleneck in the EB direction is the narrowing to 2 lanes before the Los Cerritos channel bridge, which does
aval_aﬂe width of the existing San Gabriel River WB |-22 bridge, restriping the main roadway closer to the left wall, and not line up well with the Seal Beach overpass. Clearly, solutions to resoive this bottleneck (once the damaged overpass
making a third lane across the bridge. This lane can then continue into the Studebaker off-ramp, or could just ba an is fixed) are to either widen the ch | bridge to acce a sep off-ramp lane for Studebaker behind the existing
extension of the existing merge area Iif the wi:ltm of the bridge cannot accommodate 3 full lanes. This improvement would columns, or to simply move the off-ramp closer to those columns to accomodate a third lane by simply reslriping. Why
NOT require the ramp as d above, isn't the latter possible? Couldn't a variance to current standards be accepted given the densily of old structures in the
1 area. If so, please include that in this project. If not, please include estimates and fair share numbers for widening this
Also, the ramp has a long whits line between it and the mainline before the merge area, presumably due to the curve just bridge.
before thet paint, which is oftan viclated but nonethaless prevents the merge from baing smoother.
Should the projected benefit of this merge extension be insufficient, ultimately a 2-lane ramp as during the WCC SR-22
cverpass reconsiruction could be accomodated with a widening of this bridge, where the right lane exits to Studebaker
and the left lane has to merge before hing the p from Studebaker. PC'Fg
Better use of the bridges across the San Gabirel River and Los Ceritos Channel should be feasible, if perhaps requiring
variances from current standards, to bring 7th street/SR-22 to 3 lanes in both directions, except westbound between the .
Studebaker off and on ramps. While the existing Studebaker overpass and river and channel bridges are probably ;r:n;" gl:mha;‘? '::,ng’;.ﬂ?g? L‘,.f.""]
inedequate for this with currant Lane width and should » variances should be considered, and that should aliow To: | Parsons, 405 Supplemental,Oraft EIR EIS; *<405 Supplemental Draft EIR 15" @parsons.com
three lanes in both directions, except in the zone between the on and off ramps to Studebaker, without changes to the Sui)]ect Opposed Braided Ramp "
bridge structures..
Altarnatively, some or all of these bridges would need to be widened, which is feasible, even if pensive. / To Whom It May Concern; \
My wife and | have been residents of Fountain Valley for the last 23 years and our home backs up to the off ramp for
North Magnolia, For the last 23 years we have enjoyed our backyard and the added amenities without any concern of the
existing noise, soot, grime, and potential health hazards etc. While we can appreciate the efforls to minimize congestion
- Matthew Filler on the North 405 wa are bewildered by the fact that putting in a "Braided Ramp™ similar to the cne located at Fairview
makes a lot of sense especially when you have resid homes adj to this proposed ramp and now we will need to
233 Harvard Lane contend with on lookers peering Into our backyard since this ramp will be higher than the 12 foot sound wall, How does
Seal Beach, California 90740-2510 this support the residents of Fountain Valley? When you examine the braided ramps put in place along the 405 they have
562-862-3411 been placed in elther high rise office retail or commercial areas and not adjacent to residents homes. How can this be

healthy? This proposed ramp will definitely have an impact on the guailityof life in addition to driving down property values,
which already suffer. There has to be other altematives or options that have not been looked at and we are demanding
that these other options be looked at before any final decisions are made. Our home as it exists today has been our
haven and we want to continue to enjoy it for the next 25 - 50 years but with a braided ramp at our back door it will only be
seen as an eye soar and not bring value add to the neighborhood.

Please take the time to listen and explore and set aside personal agendas. ~
Thank you,
Mark & Alma Fisher
16817 Daisy Avenue
Fountain Valley, CA 92708
[-405 IMPROVEMENT PROJECT R2-PC-F-3 March 2015
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PC-F10

From: jamesflanagan@gmail.com [0:jamesflanaga
Sent: Thursday, August 01, 2013 10: 41 AM

To: Christina Byrne

Subject: Freeway plan

I'm against the plan to create Toll lanes on the 405.

-James Flanagan
Rossmoor homeowner

gmaijl.com] On Behalf Of jaf997
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PC-F11
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PC-F12
From: Luella Forrai [redheadfo@gmail.com)
Sent: Sunday, August 11, 2013 3:49 PM
To: Parsons, 405 Supplemental.Draft EIR.EIS
Subject: Re: 1-405 Supplemental Documents

T LIVE NEXT TO THE ON RAMP OF THE N 405. I HIGHLY DISAPPROVE OF THE BRAIDED ROAD
THAT IS UP FOR POSSIBLE CONSTRUCTION.
TAKING AWAY MY PRIVACY, LOWERING MY HOME VALUE, MORE NOISE FROM THE

PC-F14

1_1_0: m‘,-‘ G-y-g_Thr-? w;hwa-H—um

1-405 Improvement Project A!Ib ogMﬂnbdﬁ

ALREADY EXISTING 405 AND CREATING MORE PROBLEMS 1 G 09 70
ON MY PROPERTY WITH THIS TYPE OF CONSTRUCTION. I TOTALLY OBJECT TO THE Public Hearlng Dohnsan i 3
CONSTRUCTION SUGGESTED FOR THE 405. WE ARE " ﬁ&m
ALREADY SUFFERING FROM ALL THE BUILDING OF ALL THE HOMES ON THE NEIBLAS Comment Sheet J Beil by
SCHOOL SITE. WE DON'T NEED ANY MORE PROBLEMS. aQ
OWNER OF HOME SINCE 1965. Piease provide your comments regarding the 1405 Project Draft Jmpn [e .
Impact St (EIR/EIS). G be ived b "-'wnnnﬂeﬂhm&udﬂ 2013
Pl e Tty
FRED + MIDovk! EFuTIKAWAE
Luella Forrai
;z’suﬂ:i:s\ffaﬁ:;’ Ca. 92708 ’ 4ot *Bmc:-huow AVE. SERL BEACH QoTdo
» Phona Number:
N 2 ~d31-95 1S P rto. j:1u|. @ Verizen.rret
PC-F13 comments: Aftuchad 7's fetl, miabrc.ss{a(-!-o S-‘t‘ll!'!‘f\—Des_{]g Ael
on iz, .
From: Steve Forrai [steveforrai@yahoo.com] C e wvedd adsy ike 4o Know —H& ol xpa.(rqz ~
?;‘ g”imsca”ﬁg?;mﬁ;maaﬂs LHII'{ ‘\u,ﬁe.. —+o Poxy -Fnr‘ MUI ng v‘Hv\e_ Eolison powesr Il. heg
S s Re: |1-405 8 tal Docu
bject o: 405 Supplermen ments u-\e{?-m rovand rp +he. dlog -pr'zmw s tthG—a{ v Hi=|
I am strongly opposed to the braided on ramp at the northbound Magnolia entrance and plan to Weld 0-'?'3‘“1 A’ [‘""‘0"‘-"! A'VE-"\WL ;lﬂ.s -r’:-» BE o V"P-—fl in
take legal action if this part of the project moves forward. My concerns regarding the 405 : Iqu, ) Eﬂ—TK =act. ]
expansion project to start would be the obvious, loss of property value, increased decibel level and
loss of privacy. During the construction of this project I can foresee a good part of the
neighborhood experiencing premature underground plumbing issues and structural from all the
compaction and pile driving that will occur during the project. This neighborhood is still suffering
thc effects of the new housing development in the center of this track that replaced the school.
= Mlﬂmm;m { more spoce for your ¢
fammmmmﬂm Rosponses may also be emailed to:
retum to staff membar, place in tha bax 405 dedk p ap
mmﬂihﬁmmm&u For more information on the
Ms. Smita Deshpande..- .~ <~ < 1405 Improvement s
D . s " Plﬂoel, plsase contact: )
*Attn: 405 DEIR-DEIS Comment Perlod” (714) 5806717
2201 Dupont Drive, Suite 200 .
I-405 IMPROVEMENT PROJECT R2-PC-F-5 March 2015
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PC-F14 Cont. PC-F15
From: Curt Fulton [curtfulton@gmail.com]
P Sent: Tuesday, July 16, 2013 8:25 PM
To: Parsons, 405.Supplemental.Draft.EIR.EIS
We do NOT need toll roads or toll lanes.

Jrdv 14 712 i Subject'
Afin: ANK NEIRMEIS Moot Dodad .
Ms. Smita Deshpande .
Mrasiti i on Let all of us use the freeways the same, without extra costs. } 1
CalTrans District 12 i
ﬁ A m?;m Stﬂa!!ﬂﬁ
' Thank You,
Dear Mg. Deshoanra* | L a.l'ry Fult on
We have iived in College Park Eastin Seal Beach since 1968 and raised our chidren hero. Hbmm\ curtfulton@gmail.com

mmnhmnr tra sound wall built to rofect us from the freewav nolse and poliution.

We do not want the fn Ty mmuwmwmmqmmmnm
and twa ass.lines will have to be maved in Colleos Park. Tha increased noise. poliution and the relafed
hmll‘:mdubd'mmwmmwm There will siill bs a bottfeneck at
.mmnmuwwumm.hmmuwunmh

the altsmatives being proposed. The ioll road would not alloviato raffc 83  weaty e s
‘aeanie wha can afford:to {ise them snd teauire car pools o have at least thiee mnsr.va;zb.bym 2
ﬂmmmdﬁmm lanes which. in tum. will cause mops conaestion,

Furthermore, the olties: of .mwmmnunmw
it will bvpess local exits fdr. local shoooina areas causing a loss.of sales tax revenus. ho tol roed as

We ars, thersfors, in favor of Altemstives 1 and 4. The other altomatives are oo disrupiive to the
-homea.and businesses arjund it. Won't vou piease take consider the Jeast disruptive
altomsiive 5o that we can #ve in harmoay? — e

hbmﬂ&dumm“m Thank vouL for vour eonsidaration
Yours verv truly. i

T Pt it Qoo

‘Frod K Fuiliaws,

March 2015 R2-PC-F-6 I-405 IMPROVEMENT PROJECT
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RESPONSE TO PUBLIC COMMENTS (PC)-F

Response to Comment Letter PC-F1

Comment PC-F1-1

Caltrans and OCTA thank you for participating in the environmental process for the 1-405
Improvement Project. Your comment is not specific to the new information and analysis
presented within the Supplemental Draft EIR/EIS; however, your comments were addressed in
Appendix R1 (Response to Comments on Draft EIR/EIS). You will be notified at the address
provided in your comment when the Final EIR/EIS is available for review.

Please see Common Responses — Traffic Flow at the Orange County/Los Angeles County Line,
Almond Avenue Soundwall, Noise/Noise Analysis, Air Quality, Health Risks.

Response to Comment Letter PC-F2

Comment PC-F2-1

Caltrans and OCTA thank you for participating in the environmental process for the 1-405
Improvement Project. Your comments on new information and analysis presented within the
Supplemental Draft EIR/EIS were considered during identification of the Preferred Alternative
as described in the Final EIR/EIS. You will be notified at the address provided in your comment
when the Final EIR/EIS is available for review.

Caltrans appreciates your effort reviewing the supplemental traffic study. We concur with your
assessment that traffic volumes from 7™ Street to northbound 1-405 and 1-605 will not decrease
from year 2009 to 2020. After further investigation of the traffic volumes as presented in the
Supplemental Draft EIR/EIS, we have identified a discrepancy related to existing traffic
volumes, and we will incorporate the revisions in the Final EIR/EIS.

Response to Comment Letter PC-F3

Comment PC-F3-1

Caltrans and OCTA thank you for participating in the environmental process for the 1-405
Improvement Project. Your comments on new information and analysis presented within the
Supplemental Draft EIR/EIS were considered during identification of the Preferred Alternative
as described in the Final EIR/EIS. You will be notified at the address provided in your comment
when the Final EIR/EIS is available for review.

[-405 IMPROVEMENT PROJECT R2-PC-F-7 March 2015



APPENDIX R2 SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIR/EIS FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT/
RESPONSE TO COMMENTS ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

The Supplemental Draft EIR/EIS covers potential adverse effects and significant impacts of the
proposed 1-405 Improvement Project and measures to address those adverse effects and
significant impacts. The access difficulties related to the College Park West neighborhood of
Seal Beach mentioned in the comment exist currently and are not impacted by the proposed
I-405 Improvement Project; consequently, they will not be addressed by the project.

Response to Comment Letter PC-F4

Comment PC-F4-1

Caltrans and OCTA thank you for participating in the environmental process for the 1-405
Improvement Project. Your comments on new information and analysis presented within the
Supplemental Draft EIR/EIS were considered during identification of the Preferred Alternative
as described in the Final EIR/EIS. You will be notified at the address provided in your comment
when the Final EIR/EIS is available for review.

The analysis presented in the Supplemental Draft EIR/EIS in Tables 3-9 and 3-11 shows that the
proposed signal at the intersection of College Park Drive and the westbound Studebaker ramps
will operate at LOS B or C in the peak hours in 2020 and 2040. Based on the configuration for
the intersection presented in Appendix B2 of the Supplemental Draft EIR/EIS, right turns from
College Park Drive would be made while a red indication is presented to off-ramp traffic,
thereby providing a protected right turn without any vehicular conflicts. Because the
improvements at this intersection are to be implemented as part of a separate project, alternative
designs could be considered by Caltrans when the project implementing improvements at this
intersection is advanced through the project development process.

Response to Comment Letter PC-F5

Comment PC-F5-1

Caltrans and OCTA thank you for participating in the environmental process for the 1-405
Improvement Project. Your comment is not specific to the new information and analysis
presented within the Supplemental Draft EIR/EIS; however, your comments were addressed in
Appendix R1 (Response to Comments on Draft EIR/EIS). You will be notified at the address
provided in your comment when the Final EIR/EIS is available for review.

Please see Common Responses — Opposition to Tolling, Preferred Alternative Identification,
Substantiation of Reported Corridor Travel Times for Build Alternatives.

March 2015 R2-PC-F-8 I-405 IMPROVEMENT PROJECT
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ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT RESPONSE TO COMMENTS

Response to Comment Letter PC-F6

Comment PC-F6-1

Caltrans and OCTA thank you for participating in the environmental process for the 1-405
Improvement Project. Your comments on new information and analysis presented within the
Supplemental Draft EIR/EIS were considered during identification of the Preferred Alternative
as described in the Final EIR/EIS. You will be notified at the address provided in your comment
when the Final EIR/EIS is available for review.

A fair share of the costs for the improvements proposed in the Supplemental Draft EIR/EIS
under Measure T-10 would address cumulative significant impacts to traffic on SR-22 (7"
Street), which is a State highway. This fair share would be contributed by the 1-405 Improvement
Project for the proposed improvements. The remainder of the funding would be the responsibility
of the State, not the City of Long Beach.

A comparison of the volumes at intersections along 7™ Street under the existing condition
(Figure 3-5 of the Supplemental Draft EIR/EIS) with the forecast volumes for the 2040 No Build
Alternative (Figure 3-18 of the Supplemental Draft EIR/EIS) shows that traffic is anticipated to
increase along 7™ Street without the proposed 1-405 Improvement Project. Consequently, there is
an adverse effect on 7" Street traffic without the project. The additional increment of traffic on
7™ Street associated with the proposed project results in cumulative effects of traffic from the
project and from other sources that are greater than those solely from the project alone.
Consequently, the measures included in the Supplemental Draft EIR/EIS are not intended to
address all of the deterioration in traffic service expected between the existing condition and year
2040.

A fair share of the costs for the improvements proposed in the Supplemental Draft EIR/EIS
under Measure T-11 would address cumulative significant impacts to traffic on streets owned by
the City of Long Beach. The remainder of the funding at these locations would be the
responsibility of the City of Long Beach.

Response to Comment Letter PC-F7

Comment PC-F7-1

Caltrans and OCTA thank you for participating in the environmental process for the 1-405
Improvement Project. Your comments on new information and analysis presented within the
Supplemental Draft EIR/EIS were considered during identification of the Preferred Alternative
as described in the Final EIR/EIS. You will be notified at the address provided in your comment
when the Final EIR/EIS is available for review.
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APPENDIX R2 SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIR/EIS FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT/
RESPONSE TO COMMENTS ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

The Supplemental Draft EIR/EIS covers potential adverse effects and significant impacts of the
proposed 1-405 Improvement Project and measures to address those adverse effects and
significant impacts. Tables 3-2 and 3-6 of the Supplemental Draft EIR/EIS show that in 2020 and
2040 the demand-to-capacity (D/C) ratios along SR-22 in both directions between Studebaker
Road and 1-405 exceed 1.00 under the No Build Alternative, which means that the area will
suffer from heavy congestion. The proposed build alternatives result in changes to the D/C ratios
that will not change the anticipated congestion. Consequently, the proposed 1-405 Improvement
Project will not have a significant impact on traffic in this segment of SR-22. While the
congestion anticipated along SR-22 is a problem, it is not created by the 1-405 Improvement
Project; therefore, it will not be addressed as part of the project.

Response to Comment Letter PC-F8

Comment PC-F8-1

Caltrans and OCTA thank you for participating in the environmental process for the 1-405
Improvement Project. Your comments on new information and analysis presented within the
Supplemental Draft EIR/EIS were considered during identification of the Preferred Alternative
as described in the Final EIR/EIS. You will be notified at the address provided in your comment
when the Final EIR/EIS is available for review.

See Response to Comment PC-F7-1.

Comment PC-F8-2

See Response to Comment PC-F2-1.

Comment PC-F8-3

See Response to Comment PC-F7-1.

Response to Comment Letter PC-F9

Comment PC-F9-1

Caltrans and OCTA thank you for participating in the environmental process for the 1-405
Improvement Project. Your comment is not specific to the new information and analysis
presented within the Supplemental Draft EIR/EIS; however, your comments were addressed in
Appendix R1 (Response to Comments on Draft EIR/EIS). You will be notified at the address
provided in your comment when the Final EIR/EIS is available for review.
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FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT/ APPENDIX R2 SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIR/EIS
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT RESPONSE TO COMMENTS

Please see Common Responses — Northbound Braided Ramps at the Magnolia/Warner
Interchange, Air Quality, Health Risks, Property Values, Preferred Alternative Identification.

Response to Comment Letter PC-F10

Comment PC-F10-1

Caltrans and OCTA thank you for participating in the environmental process for the 1-405
Improvement Project. Your comment is not specific to the new information and analysis
presented within the Supplemental Draft EIR/EIS; however, your comments were addressed in
Appendix R1 (Response to Comments on Draft EIR/EIS). You will be notified at the address
provided in your comment when the Final EIR/EIS is available for review.

Please see Common Responses — Opposition to Tolling, Preferred Alternative Identification.

Response to Comment Letter PC-F11

Comment PC-F11-1

Caltrans and OCTA thank you for participating in the environmental process for the 1-405
Improvement Project. Your comment is not specific to the new information and analysis
presented within the Supplemental Draft EIR/EIS; however, your comments were addressed in
Appendix R1 (Response to Comments on Draft EIR/EIS). You will be notified at the address
provided in your comment when the Final EIR/EIS is available for review.

Please see Common Responses — Almond Avenue Soundwall, Opposition to Tolling, Preferred
Alternative Identification.

Response to Comment Letter PC-F12

Comment PC-F12-1

Caltrans and OCTA thank you for participating in the environmental process for the 1-405
Improvement Project. Your comment is not specific to the new information and analysis
presented within the Supplemental Draft EIR/EIS; however, your comments were addressed in
Appendix R1 (Response to Comments on Draft EIR/EIS). You will be notified at the address
provided in your comment when the Final EIR/EIS is available for review.

Please see Common Responses — Northbound Braided Ramps at the Magnolia/Warner
Interchange, Property Values, Noise/Noise Analysis, Preferred Alternative Identification.
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APPENDIX R2 SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIR/EIS FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT/
RESPONSE TO COMMENTS ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

Response to Comment Letter PC-F13

Comment PC-F13-1

Caltrans and OCTA thank you for participating in the environmental process for the 1-405
Improvement Project. Your comment is not specific to the new information and analysis
presented within the Supplemental Draft EIR/EIS; however, your comments were addressed in
Appendix R1 (Response to Comments on Draft EIR/EIS). You will be notified at the address
provided in your comment when the Final EIR/EIS is available for review.

Please see Common Responses — Northbound Braided Ramps at the Magnolia/Warner
Interchange, Property Values, Noise/Noise Analysis, Preferred Alternative Identification.

Response to Comment Letter PC-F14

Comment PC-F14-1

Caltrans and OCTA thank you for participating in the environmental process for the 1-405
Improvement Project. Your comment is not specific to the new information and analysis
presented within the Supplemental Draft EIR/EIS; however, your comments were addressed in
Appendix R1 (Response to Comments on Draft EIR/EIS). You will be notified at the address
provided in your comment when the Final EIR/EIS is available for review.

Please see Common Response — Almond Avenue Soundwall.
Comment PC-F14-2

Please see Appendix R1 (Response to Comments on Draft EIR/EIS) Response to Comments
PC-F49-1 through PC-F49-4.

Response to Comment Letter PC-F15

Caltrans and OCTA thank you for participating in the environmental process for the 1-405
Improvement Project. Your comment is not specific to the new information and analysis
presented within the Supplemental Draft EIR/EIS; however, your comments were addressed in
Appendix R1 (Response to Comments on Draft EIR/EIS). You will be notified at the address
provided in your comment when the Final EIR/EIS is available for review.

Please see Common Responses — Opposition to Tolling, Preferred Alternative Identification.
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